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Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of
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Office of the Secretary

TDS Telecommunications Corporation (hereinafter TDS or TDS
Telecom), by its attorneys, submits these comments in response to
comments elicited by the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released
May 8, 1992 in the above-captioned proceeding. TDS Telecom has
86 local exchange carrier subsidiaries in 28 states.

TDS Telecom agrees with the comments of the United States
Telephone Association (USTA) and the National Telephone
Cooperative Association (NTCA) opposing the Commission's proposal
to require interexchange carriers either (a) to share billing and
validation data for their calling cards usable with 0+ access or
(b) to force their customers to dial unnecessary extra digits to
use their calling cards. The proposal should be rejected because
it would increase customer confusion and degrade customer service
solely because that might improve the competitive position of
AT&T's competitors.

TDS shares USTA's concern that customer confusion will
increase if some companies decide to share validation and billing
information and others do not. Moreover, TDS Telecom believes

that subscribers to TDS telephone companies are not familiar with
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the billing practices of Alternative Operator Service (AO0S)
providers. Such subscribers will not consider their interests
well served by a requirement that exposes them to multiple bills
and unexpected higher rates for calls they wish to have completed
by AT&T or the carrier issuing the card they have chosen to use.
Many rural subscribers use AT&T cards because AT&T serves all
rural areas, while other carriers may not choose to serve rural
communities directly. Such customers are accustomed to dialing
0+ ten digits for interexchange calls, which are then billed by
the local telephone company. They have no wish to enable
companies with which they have no customer relationship to
appropriate their business because the owner of a hotel or the
premises where a pay telephone is installed has chosen to deal
with an AOS provider for the hotel or premise owner's benefit.
The resulting customer confusion and unwanted billing
arrangements would exact a high cost from the public in order to
help A0S providers. The Commission statutory role, however, is
to advance the public interest, not to equalize competition among
competitors.’

Even the questionable competitive benefit to A0S providers
may not be realized. NTCA predicts (n. 4) that many or most
interexchange carriers will refuse to share billing and
validation data with their competitors. This prediction seems

correct, particularly since customers have complained in the past

'Hawaiian Tel. Co. v. FCC, 498 F. 2d 771 (D.C. Cir. 1974).
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about receiving very high bills from AOS providers for calls
placed with credit cards issued by other companies.

If AT&T and other interexchange carriers with 0+ cards
refused to share their billing and validation data, the proposal
would force cardholders to dial an unnecessary access code or
telephone number. As USTA points out, in those circumstances an
interexchange carrier would have to refuse attempted 0+ calls by
it own cardholders on public telephones presubscribed to that
carrier's service. This mandatory blocking would burden the
carrier, the presubscribing customer and the cardholder making
the call in exercising the precise choice that equal access is
designed to ensure. Moreover, state commissions may well place
customer convenience above the Commission's desire to handicap in
favor of AOS providers. Further customer confusion would then
result, since different dialing requirements would apply for
interstate and intrastate calls. The only beneficiaries would be
competing interexchange carriers, who would no longer compare
unfavorably with the proprietary card issuer in terms of dialing
convenience at presubscribed telephones.

NTCA correctly points out that another concern raised by the
Commission's proposal to regulate AT&T's proprietary 0+ calling
card terms is that it would "present an unsettling precedent
further impacting the benefits of LECs' calling card operations."
NTCA explains that LEC calling cards offer important benefits to

their customers.
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The adverse effects of the proposal for customers are clear
-- confusion and either exposure to higher rates charged by
providers with whom they have not chosen to deal or needless
dialing inconvenience. The potential beneficiaries are AT&T's
competitors, not the public. Thus, the Commission should reject
the proposal to require sharing of billing and validation
information as a condition for providing convenient 0+ access for
credit card calls on presubscribed telephones.

Respectfully submitted,

TDS TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

KOTEEN & NAFTALIN

1150 Connecticut Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 467-5700

Its Attorneys

June 17, 1992
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